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1 . The request filed on May 22, 2006 for a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) is 
acceptable and a RCE has been established. An action on the RCE follows. 

2. Claims 38, 41, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 38, line 9, "the signal" shows multiple antecedent basis (see lines 1, 3-4, 4, 4-5). 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 33 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et 
al (US 2002/0001346 Al) of record in view of Liu et al of record (5,987,554). 

Kato et al discloses a moving picture coding and decoding apparatus as shown in Figures 
1 and 5, and substantially the same transmission apparatus for transmitting a video signal 
through a transmission path as claimed in claims 33 and 36, comprising substantially the same 
decoder (i.e., as provided in Figure 5) to decode a compressively coded signal to output picture 
signals, including a base-band luminous signal and base-band color different signals (see section 
[0049]), and a control signal which is generated based on the compressively coded signal, 
wherein the control signal is information indicating at least one of (1) a picture of the picture 
signals is any of an I picture, a P picture, and a B picture, (2) a picture of the picture signals is 
either a picture picked up by progressive scanning or a picture picked up by interlaced scanning, 
(3) a picture of the picture signals is either a top field or a bottom field picture, (4) a compression 
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ratio of MPEG, and (5) field repeat information of a picture of the picture signals (see sections 
[0058], [0059], and [0096] to [0100]). 

Kato et al does not particularly disclose, though, an I2C controller to control an I2C 
signal, and a CPU to control the I2C controller and the decoder, wherein the decoder is 
controlled by the CPU so as to output the picture signals which are displayable in a reception 
apparatus, on the basis of reception apparatus information that is received through the I2C 
controller as claimed in claim 33. However, Liu et al discloses a method of controlling the 
transfer of information across an interface between two buses as shown in Figure 1, and teaches 
the conventional use of an I2C controller (see column 3, lines 9-46) to control an I2C signal and 
a CPU for controlling various system devices, which includes an I2C controller and a video 
decoder so that the decoder may therefore output pictures signals to be displayed in a reception 
apparatus on the basis of reception apparatus information that is received through the I2C 
controller (see column 1, line 56 to column 2, line 14, column 3, lines 9-46). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the Kato et al and Liu et al 
references in front of him/her and the general knowledge of CPU control of system devices, 
would have had no difficulty in providing the I2C controller and CPU for controlling the I2C 
controller and the video decoder as taught by Kato et al as part of the system of Liu so that the 
video decoder of Liu may be controlled by the CPU in order to output the picture signals which 
are displayable in a reception apparatus on the basis of reception apparatus information that is 
received through the I2C controller for the same well known flexibility and lowering of 
interconnecting costs by reducing board space and pin count by utilizing the I2C bus architecture 
and communication among various interfaces through the CPU purposes as claimed. 
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5. Claims 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et 
al and Liu et al as applied to claims 33 and 36 in the above paragraph (4), and further in view of 
Maruoka of record (5,257,106) and Tahara et al (6,560,282). 

The combination of Kato et al and Liu et al discloses substantially the same transmission 
apparatus as above, but does not particularly disclose an encoder to time-divisionally multiplex 
the picture signals in a video period and the control signal in a retrace period, thereby to encode 
the picture signals and the control signal into transmission path signals suited to the transmission 
path as claimed in claims 34 and 35. However, Tahara et al discloses a transcoding system using 
encoding history information as shown in Figure 15, and teaches the conventional multiplexing 
of encoded picture signals (i.e., 103 of Figure 15 and see column 23, line 46 to column 24, line 
28) in a transmission path after video decoder (i.e., 102, 104 of Figure 15). It is to be noted that 
Tahara fails to disclose the specifics of multiplexing the picture signals in a video period and the 
control signal in a retrace period, thereby to encode the picture signals and the control signal into 
transmission path signals suited to the transmission path as claimed. Maruoka however discloses 
a television signal receiver system as shown in Figure IB, and teaches the conventional use of an 
encoder for time division multiplexing of audio signal and independent data (i.e., control data) 
during the retrace interval of the video signal, and the encoding of the picture signals and control 
signal into transmission path signals suited to the transmission path (i.e., the transmission of the 
multiplexed digital signal as a packet, see column 1, line 59 to column 2, line 13). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the Kato et al, Liu et al, 
Maruoka, and Tahara et al references in front of him/her and the general knowledge of time 
division multiplexing systems, would have had no difficulty in providing an encoder for time 
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division multiplexing of control data during the retrace interval of the video signal, and the 
encoding of the picture signals and control signal into transmission path signals suited to the 
transmission path as taught by the combination of Maruoka and Tahara et al for the transmission 
system of Kato et al and Liu et al for the same well known time division multiplexing of video 
and associated data during the retrace period for transmission to a receiver purposes as claimed. 

6. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al and 
Liu et al as applied to claims 33 and 36 in the above paragraph (4), and further in view of Tahara 
et al. 

The combination of Kato et al and Liu et al discloses substantially the same transmission 
apparatus as above, but does not particularly disclose wherein the control signal is used for 
controlling image quality as claimed in claim 37. Such technical features are however old and 
well recognized in the art, as exemplified by Tahara et al (see column 20, lines 4-16). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the Kato et al, Liu et al, and 
Tahara et al references in front of him/her and the general knowledge of image quality controls 
of video, would have had no difficulty in providing an image quality control signal as taught by 
Tahara et al within the system of Kato et al for the same well known control of video qualities 
purposes as claimed. 

7. Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kato et al in view 
of Tahara et al and Maruoka. 

Kato et al discloses a moving picture coding and decoding apparatus as shown in Figures 
1 and 5, and substantially the same reception apparatus for receiving a video signal through a 
transmission path (see Figure 5) as claimed in claim 39, comprising substantially the same 
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decoder (i.e., as provided in Figure 5) to decode transmission path signal into picture signals, 
including a base-band luminous signal and base-band color different signals (see section [0049]), 
and a control signal (see sections [0058], [0100]), the transmission path is generated by coding 
the control signal (see sections [0058], [0100]), which is generated based on a compressively 
coded signal, and the video signal so as to be suited to the transmission path (see Figures 1 and 
5). 

Kato et al does not particularly disclose, though, coding the control signal to be used for 
controlling image quality, an image quality control to control the image qualities of the picture 
signals on the basis of the control signal, and the control signal being time division multiplexed 
in a retrace period as claimed in claim 39. However Tahara et al teaches the conventional use of 
a control signal for controlling the image qualities of the picture signals (see column 20, lines 4- 
16), and multiplexing of encoded picture signals (i.e., 103 of Figure 15 and see column 23, line 
46 to column 24, line 28) in a transmission path after video decoder (i.e., 102, 104 of Figure 15). 
It is to be noted that Tahara fails to disclose the specifics of time division multiplexing the 
control signal in a retrace period as claimed. However, Maruoka discloses a television signal 
receiver system as shown in Figure IB, and teaches the conventional use of an encoder for time 
division multiplexing of audio signal and independent data (i.e., control data) during the retrace 
interval of the video signal (see column 1, line 59 to column 2, line 13). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the Kato et al, Tahara et al, and 
Maruoka references in front of him/her and the general knowledge of image quality controls of 
video and time division multiplexings, would have had no difficulty in providing an image 
quality control signal as taught by Tahara et al as well as the time division multiplexing of 
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control data in a retrace period as taught by Tahara et al and Maruoka within the system of Kato 
et al for the same well known control of video qualities and time division multiplexing of 
information during a retrace interval of a video period for transmission to a receiver purposes as 
claimed. 

8. Claims 38, and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kato et al, Tahara et al, and Maruoka as applied to claim 39 in the above paragraph (7), and 
further in view of Ishikawa et al of record (5,969,767) and Liu et al of record (5,987,554). 

The combination of Kato et al, Tahara et al, and Maruoka discloses substantially the same 
reception apparatus as above, further including wherein the control signal is information 
indicating at least one of (1) a picture of the picture signals is any of an I picture, a P picture, and 
a B picture, (2) a picture of the picture signals is either a picture picked up by progressive 
scanning or a picture picked up by interlaced scanning, (3) a picture of the picture signals is 
either a top field or a bottom field picture, (4) a compression ratio of MPEG, and (5) field repeat 
information of a picture of the picture signals (see sections [0058], [0100] of Kato et al), and 
wherein the control signal is used for controlling image quality (see column 20, lines 4-16 of 
Tahara et al). 

The combination of Kato et al, Tahara et al, and Maruoka does not particularly disclose 
the followings: 

(a) a ROM table to hold reception apparatus information indicating performance for 
making the picture signal displayable as claimed in claims 38 and 40; and 
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(b) an I2C controller to output the reception apparatus information stored in the ROM 
table to a transmission apparatus on the basis of an I2C signal outputted from the transmission 
apparatus as claimed in claims 38 and 40. 

Regarding (a), Ishikawa et al discloses a multipicture video signals display apparatus as 
shown in Figures 13-15, and teaches the conventional use of a ROM table (i.e., 3332 of Figure 
15) for holding reception apparatus information indicating performance for making the picture 
signal displayable (see column 8, lines 50-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the Kato et al, Tahara et al, Maruoka, and Ishikawa et al 
references in front of him/her and the general knowledge of the use of tables for displays, would 
have had no difficulty in providing the ROM table of Ishikawa et al for the system within the 
combination of Kato et al, Tahara et al, and Maruoka so as to hold reception apparatus 
information indicating performance for making the signal displayable for the same well known 
display of video based on stored information data purposes as claimed. 

Regarding (b), Liu et al discloses a method of controlling the transfer of information 
across an interface between two buses as shown in Figure 1, and teaches the conventional use of 
an I2C controller (see column 3, lines 9-46) to control an I2C signal as well as the use of the I2C 
controller and a CPU for controlling various system devices, which includes video encoders and 
decoders (see column 1, line 56 to column 2, line 14, column 3, lines 9-46). It is hence 
considered obvious to use the I2C controller of Liu et al so as to output the reception apparatus 
information stored in the ROM table (i.e., as provided by Ishikawa et al, see 3332 of Figure 15 of 
Ishikawa et al) to a transmission apparatus on the basis of an I2C signal outputted from the 
transmission apparatus (see Figures 13-15 of Ishikawa et al). Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the Kato et al, Tahara et al, Maruoka, Ishikawa 
et al, and Liu et al references in front of him/her and the general knowledge of CPU and I2C 
control of system devices, would have had no difficulty in providing an I2C controller to control 
an I2C signal as well as the use of the I2C controller and a CPU for controlling various system 
devices, which includes video encoders and decoders as taught by Ishikawa et al for the system 
within the combination of Kato et al, Tahara et al, and Maruoka, so that the I2C controller of Liu 
et al is provided so as to output the reception apparatus information stored in the ROM table of 
Ishikawa et al to a transmission apparatus on the basis of an I2C signal outputted from the 
transmission apparatus for the same well known control and transmission of video via CPU and 
I2C control interfacing purposes as claimed. 

9. The applicants, at pages 6-7 of the amendment filed May 22, 2006, request for the 
Examiner to address the arguments from the amendment after Final rejection dated March 21, 
2006 since the Examiner's Advisory action dated April 4, 2006 had failed to properly consider 
and address the substantive arguments. The Examiner still however believes that the response in 
the Advisory action dated April 4, 2006 was proper since the Examiner had reviewed all the 
arguments from the amendment dated March 21, 2006, and had indicated that all the limitations 
have been previously addressed in the Final action dated November 21, 2005 and therefore the 
applicants' arguments are deemed not to be persuasive. Upon further consideration, it is 
determined that the above new grounds of rejections are deemed proper. And as a result of the 
new grounds of rejections, applicants' arguments from the amendment dated March 21, 2006 are 
deemed moot. The Examiner will now address only pertinent arguments from the amendment 
filed May 22, 2006. 
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The applicants' summary of the present invention as shown at pages 6-7 of the 
amendment filed March 21, 2006 is greatly appreciated. 

The applicants request at pages 1 1-12 of the amendment filed May 22, 2006 for the 
Examiner to point out specifically where in the Kato and/or Maruoka references teach or suggest 
the "control signal which is generated based on the compressively coded signal" as claimed. The 
applicants' attention are directed to sections [0098] to [0100] of Kato et al for the specific 
teachings of control information generated by circuit 201 of Figure 5 which includes the control 
of the header data information generated from compressed data in the form of video sequence, 
GOP, picture, slice, macro block, and block layers, for example, and further to control the 
decoding of the pictures within the decoder of Figure 5. The control information as generated by 
circuit 201 of Kato et al therefore is representative of the control signal as claimed which is 
based on the compressively coded signal (i.e., the header data information). 

Regarding the applicants' arguments concerning the section 103 rejection of the claims in 
view of the combination of Kato, Liu and Maruoka at pages 12-13 of the amendment filed May 
22, 2006, the Examiner wants to point out that such arguments are deemed moot in view of the 
above new grounds of rejections. 

Regarding the applicants' arguments at page 13 of the amendment filed May 22, 2006 
concerning in general that "... in the Final Office Action the Examiner makes certain references 
to technologies alleged to be "well known". It is believed that such rejections are based on 
Official Notice ... It would not be appropriate for the Examiner to take Official Notice of facts 
without citing a prior art reference where the facts asserted to be well known are not capable of 
instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well known . . .", the Examiner wants to point 
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out that the rejection of the claims in the previous Final Office Action and as currently presented 
are not based on Official Notice. The references made by the Examiner of "well known" 
technologies are in fact based on the teachings of the applied references. 

Regarding the applicants' arguments at pages 13-14 of the amendment filed May 22, 
2006 concerning the advantages and concepts of the present invention, the Examiner wants to 
point out that: The Specification is not the measure of invention. Therefore, limitations 
contained therein can not be read into the claims for the purpose of avoiding the prior art. In re 
Sporck, 55 CCPA 743, 386 F.2d 924, 155 USPQ 687 (1968). 

Regarding the applicants' arguments at pages 14-16 of the amendment filed May 22, 
2006 concerning the rejection of claims 33-42 and in general that there is no description or 
suggestion in Kato that when the base band signal is outputted after the decoding is performed, 
the control signal is multiplexed with the base band signal to be transmitted together as set forth 
in claims 34, 35, 38, 39, and 40, the Examiner wants to point out that such arguments have been 
addressed in the above new grounds of rejections. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Lee whose telephone number is (571) 272-7333. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m, with 
alternate Fridays off. 




Richard Lee/rl 




8/2/06 



